
APPENDIX A: TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 
CALIBRATION AND VALIDATION

Recommendations Report



Purpose 

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the process by which the Atlanta Regional Commission 
(ARC) travel demand model was evaluated and locally calibrated in order to improve its performance within 
Rockdale County for the primary purpose of conducting analysis as part of the Rockdale County 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) and other local transportation planning efforts. 

Calibration Process 

Based on the most recent traffic counts (provided by GDOT), performance of the model was monitored 
based on the difference between actual traffic counts and model volumes from the base ARC travel demand 
model. This difference was monitored by functional class and across five unique screenlines drawn across 
the County. These screenlines, shown in Figure 1, were selected based on locations of available count data 
to measure overall regional flows within and to/from Rockdale County. To that end, some of the count 
locations used are actually outside the county, on roadway that cross the county boundary. 

The only refinements needed in this model calibration were associated with validating the model inputs. The 
model roadway network was updated with proper number of lanes, and functional classification, and roads 
appearing in the model that do not actually exist were removed. The majority of changes centered on 
updating the facility type of corridors to match with their official functional classification. These changes 
applied to most collectors, which were originally denoted as minor arterials. A complete list of changes is 
included in the end of this document. 

Compared performance of the original ARC model with the locally-calibrated model as measured through 
functional class is shown in Table 1, while a comparison by screenlines is shown in Table 2. These 
measurements indicate that the model was operating well overall initially, but was showing much higher 
volumes on Collectors than typically desired. With the changes made, all functional classifications were within 
their specific tolerance, and the model overall still performs within the overall tolerance. 

While the changes did not create a dramatic change in the error of the screenlines, many did show 
improvement. Most notably, the screenline along the southern boundary of Rockdale County shows a much 
higher volume of traffic in the model than existing traffic counts suggest is occurring. This is likely due to the 
nature of the model which expects much more activity between the McDonough and Conyers areas than 
actually exists.  



Figure 1: Screenlines Map 
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Table 1 Original and Calibrated Model Functional Class Performance 

Functional 
Class 

Count 
Volume 

Initial Calibrated 
FHWA 
Goals Model 

Volume 
Percent 

Difference 
Model 
Volume 

Percent 
Difference 

Interstates 480,300  461,150  -4.0% 474,297  -1.2% +/‐ 7% 

Major Arterials 297,580  265,600  -10.7% 297,216  -0.1% +/‐ 10% 

Minor Arterials 314,240  306,201  -2.6% 352,616  12.2% +/‐ 15% 

Collectors 88,210  161,990  83.6% 97,112  10.1% +/‐ 25% 

Total 1,180,330  1,194,941  1.2% 1,221,241  3.5% +/‐ 5% 

 

Table 2 Original and Calibrated Model Screenline Performance 

Screenline Count 
Volume 

Initial Calibrated 

 Model 
Volume  

Percent 
Difference 

 Model 
Volume  

Percent 
Difference 

1: Western Boundary of 
Rockdale County 155,200  168,006  8.3% 172,047  10.9% 

2: Southern Boundary of 
Rockdale County 23,470  54,497  132.2% 48,261  105.6% 

3: Northern Line of Conyers 46,920  52,675  12.3% 52,304  11.5% 
4: Southern Boundary of I-20 
Near Conyers 120,500  91,126  -24.4% 93,675  -22.3% 

5: Boundary between Rockdale 
and Newton Counties 147,030  149,456  1.7% 153,876  4.7% 

 



APPENDIX B: TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 
CORRIDOR TRAVEL TIME BY 
SEGMENT

Recommendations Report



GIS_ID Corridor Name Direction From To Nodes (do not print)
2015 Travel Time 

(minutes)

2040 E+C Travel Time 

(minutes)

2015 Travel 

Time

2040 E+C 

Travel Time

Percentage 

Change

Absolute 

Change

1 Northern County Boundary (north of Lenora Church Road) Sigman Road at Milstead Avenue 10863‐10868 11.91 12.42

2 Sigman Road at Milstead Avenue Sigman Road at SR 138 10868‐10811 2.46 2.55

3 Sigman Road at SR 138 SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) 10811‐14628 5.45 5.86

4 SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) Southern County Boundary (south of Oglesby Bridge Road) 14628‐12296 9.66 10.37

4 Southern County Boundary (south of Oglesby Bridge Road) SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) 12296‐14628 9.58 10.24

3 SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) Sigman Road at SR 138 14628‐10811 5.6 6.11

2 Sigman Road at SR 138 Sigman Road at Milstead Avenue 10811‐10868 2.31 2.34

1 Sigman Road at Milstead Avenue Northern County Boundary (north of Lenora Church Road) 10868‐10863 11.97 12.73

5
Northern County Boundary (Little Haynes Creek, north of Dial Mill 

Road/Miller Bottom Road)
Sigman Road 10815‐10811 8.04 9.39

3 Sigman Road SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) 10811‐14628 5.45 5.86

6 SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) SR 212 14628‐10794 6.09 6.58

7 SR 212 Southern County Boundary (near SR 155) 10794‐16748 7.48 8.86

7 Southern County Boundary (near SR 155) SR 212 16748‐10794 7.44 9.09

6 SR 212 SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) 10794‐14628 6.12 6.66

3 SR 20 at SR 138 (south of Flat Shoals Road) Sigman Road 14628‐10811 5.6 6.11

5 Sigman Road
Northern County Boundary (Little Haynes Creek, north of Dial Mill 

Road/Miller Bottom Road)
10811‐10815 8.03 9.5

8 I‐20 at Exit 78 SR 20 10845‐10868 5.94 6.19

3 SR 20 SR 138 10868‐10811 2.46 2.55

9 SR 138 I‐20 at Exit 84 10811‐10943 4.86 5.21

10 I‐20 at Exit 84 Eastern County Boundary (near Old Salem Road) 10943‐32328 4.78 4.33

10 Eastern County Boundary (near Old Salem Road) I‐20 at Exit 84 32328‐10943 4.73 4.31

9 I‐20 at Exit 84 SR 138 10943‐10811 4.87 5.17

3 SR 138 SR 20 10811‐10868 2.31 2.34

8 SR 20 I‐20 at Exit 78 10868‐10910 6.31 6.43

11 Western County Boundary (near Lake Capri Road) SR 20/138 10852‐10808/83418 25.14 25.28

12 SR 20/138 Dogwood Road 10808/83418‐17198 8.44 11.6

12 Dogwood Road SR 20/138 17198‐10808/83418 8.49 8.46

11 SR 20/138 Western County Boundary (near Lake Capri Road) 10808/83418‐10852 19.86 20.47

13 Western County Boundary (near mile marker 77) SR 20/138 (exit 82) 11141‐10902 5.05 5.81

14 SR 20/138 (exit 82) Eastern County Boundary (near Old Salem Road) 10902‐11136 3.91 4.22

14 Eastern County Boundary (near Old Salem Road) SR 20/138 (exit 82) 11136‐10902 11.85 12.91

13 SR 20/138 (exit 82) Western County Boundary (near mile marker 77) 10902‐11141 9.64 10.94

15 Eastbound McDaniel Mill Road Green Street 10834‐10856 5.72 6.39 5.72 6.39 11.7% 0.7

15 Westbound Green Street McDaniel Mill Road 10856‐10834 5.38 6.3 5.38 6.3 17.1% 0.9

16 McDaniel Mill Road SR 20/138 13893‐10829 6.53 6.94

17 SR 20/138 SR 162/Salem Road 10829‐10941 2.8 4.6

17 SR 162/Salem Road SR 20/138 10941‐10829 2.67 4.46

16 SR 20/138 McDaniel Mill Road 10829‐13893 6.53 6.94

18 Northbound SR 212 Iris Drive 10796‐10841 7.53 7.97 7.53 7.97 5.8% 0.4

18 Southbound Iris Drive SR 212 10841‐10796 7.54 7.99 7.54 7.99 6.0% 0.5

19 Eastbound Western County Boundary Eastern County Boundary (east of SR 20) 65953‐10794 6.84 7.5 6.84 7.5 9.6% 0.7

19 Westbound Eastern County Boundary (east of SR 20) Western County Boundary 10794‐65953 6.68 7.31 6.68 7.31 9.4% 0.6
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FREIGHT GROUP MEETING 
APRIL 20, 2017 

Freight Group Meeting | April 20, 2017 

On April 20, 2017, the Rockdale CTP team met with freight stakeholders identified by the County. A sign-
in sheet from the meeting are included in Attachment A. The meeting began with introductions of 
attendees and consultant team, followed by a presentation given by the consultant. The presentation 
covered the basics of the CTP process, and introduced freight data that had been collected thus far in the 
process. The slides presented are also included in Attachment B. 

At the end of the presentation, the group participated in two activities. The first activity was a roundtable 
discussion about the needs of the freight community, prompted by a few starter questions. Discussion 
discussed a need for truck layover/parking locations and concerns about crossing I-20, especially with 
respect to the SR 20/138 interchange. A copy of the comments board from this discussion is included in 
Attachment C. 

In the second activity, the members of the group were given three dots, and presented with a map of 
Rockdale County. They were asked to place their dots on the three biggest bottlenecks for them and their 
businesses. Aggregated results of this activity are shown below. Scans of the original maps are included 
in Attachment D. 
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FREIGHT GROUP MEETING 
APRIL 20, 2017 

Attachments 

 

A: Freight Group Meeting Sign-In Sheet 

B: Freight Group Meeting Presentation 

C: Freight Group Meeting Comments Board 

D: Freight Group Meeting Bottleneck Activity Boards 



 
 
 
 

 
 

FREIGHT GROUP MEETING 
APRIL 20, 2017 

  

ATTACHMENT A 
FREIGHT GROUP MEETING SIGN-IN SHEET 





 
 
 
 

 
 

FREIGHT GROUP MEETING 
APRIL 20, 2017 

 

  

ATTACHMENT B 
FREIGHT GROUP MEETING PRESENTATION 



Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update

April 20, 2017
Freight Focus Group



Eric Lusher, AICP Inga Kennedy

CONSULTANT TEAM

Tim Preece, AICP, CTP



AGENDA
• CTP Update Process
• Review Initial Freight Data
• Freight Discussion
• Top 3 Locations
• Next Steps



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
The Comprehensive Transportation Plan is an analysis of all applicable modes of 
transportation to determine existing and future needs, identify solutions, and prepare an 
implementation plan.

PURPOSE

Analysis & Data Previous Plans Community Engagement



CTP UPDATE PROCESSWHO’S INVOLVED?
Rockdale County & City of Conyers Elected Officials

Adopt plan and set policy

Rockdale County & City of Conyers Staff
Provide insight on transportation issues and facilitate community engagement

Stakeholder & Focus Groups
Includes GDOT, ARC, Adjoining Counties, Freight/Manufacturers, Hispanic Community, and 

others to help guide study team in decision making and community outreach

General Public
Provide insight into community goals, needs, and desires

Consultant Team
Perform technical analysis, engage community, advise community, prepare plan



CTP UPDATE PROCESSGOALS & VISION
GOAL 1
Enhance access to jobs, homes, and services within Rockdale County and throughout the Atlanta Region through 
a multi-modal transportation system

GOAL 2
Improve mobility within Rockdale county through enhanced multi-modal connectivity

GOAL 3
Maintain a safe, reliable, and efficient transportation network which will sustain economic activity and promote 
economic development

GOAL 4
Promote sustainability through the coordination of land use and transportation plans.

GOAL 5
Facilitate implementation of plan recommendations through coordination efforts and local initiatives



CTP UPDATE PROCESSSCHEDULE

 

  
    

  
  

 
 

   

      

 

 

 

Community Meetings

Community Workshop

Stakeholder Meetings

BOC Briefings

   

    

  

  

  

  

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC 
Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Project Management Strategy
Stakeholder Engagement and Outreach Strategy

Vision & Goals
General Community Engagement

Stakeholder Committee
Online Presence

Inventory of Existing Conditions

 Demographic, Land Use, and Economic Trends

Technical Analysis
Funding

Prioritization
Implementation Plan

Final Documentation Plan Adoption Process

Task 6 Final Documentation

Task 1 Project Management 

Task 2 Engagement

Task 3 Inventory

Task 4 Assessment

Task 5 Recommendations

progress



CTP UPDATE PROCESSPROCESS

Inventory | Existing 
Conditions

Needs 
Assessment Recommendations

Community Engagement

SPRING 2017 SUMMER 2017 FALL 2017



REVIEW FREIGHT DATA



REVIEW FREIGHT DATA



REVIEW FREIGHT DATA
FREIGHT EMPLOYEMENT TRUCK VOLUME



REVIEW FREIGHT DATA
RAIL CROSSINGS BRIDGES



REVIEW FREIGHT DATA
PM LOS CRASHES INVOLVING TRUCKS



REVIEW FREIGHT DATA
PM LOS CRASHES INVOLVING TRUCKS



FREIGHT DISCUSSION
• What are the obstacles to freight 

movement in the County?
• Was freight movement a key element 

of your location decision?
• Are transportation challenges affecting 

how you conduct business?



TOP 3 LOCATIONS

Tell us your Top 3 Bottlenecks in 
Rockdale County.



NEXT STEPS
• COMMUNITY MEETINGS

Thursday May 4, 2017
Tuesday May 8, 2017
Thursday May 11, 2017

• NEEDS ASSESSMENT (SUMMER)



 
 
 
 

 
 

FREIGHT GROUP MEETING 
APRIL 20, 2017 

  

ATTACHMENT B 
FREIGHT GROUP MEETING PRESENTATION 
ATTACHMENT C 
FREIGHT GROUP MEETING COMMENTS BOARD 





 
 
 
 

 
 

FREIGHT GROUP MEETING 
APRIL 20, 2017 

 

ATTACHMENT D 
FREIGHT GROUP BOTTLENECK ACTIVITY BOARDS 
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STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

Stakeholder Group Meeting #1 | April 20, 2017 

After the freight group meeting, the Rockdale CTP stakeholder group met for the first time. A list of the 
invited stakeholders and a sign-in sheet from this meeting are included in Attachment A. As members 
entered, they were given three dots and asked to place them on a map at the three most severe 
bottlenecks in the county. The group focused on the SR 20, SR 138, and SR 162/Salem Road corridors, 
especially near those corridors’ interchanges with I-20. Aggregated results of this activity are shown below 
and original scans of the maps from the meeting are included in Attachment B. 
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STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

Once the group had arrived and introduced themselves, the consultant team gave a short presentation, 
which is included in Attachment C. After presenting an overview of the CTP process and data collected 
thus far, the stakeholder group was asked to discuss a vision for Rockdale’s transportation system in the 
year 2040. A full scan of the comment board from this discussion is included in Attachment D. The 
discussion discussed traffic concerns, but also a need to leverage sidewalks, trails, and potential transit to 
leverage existing amenities to attract young people to the county. 

Following this discussion, the goals and objectives from Rockdale County’s previous CTP were presented 
and the group was asked to place dots for each in either a “Keep”, “Delete”, or “Modify” column. Original 
scans from this activity are included in Attachment E. After the group placed their dots, they discussed 
what changes they felt should be made, especially for those goals and objectives with several “Modify” 
dots. This input will be used to update and refine the goals and objectives for the new CTP. 

Following the goals and objectives activity, the stakeholder group was asked to rank project types. Each 
member of the group had been given numbered dots and were asked to rank the seven project types used 
in the previous CTP from one (least important) to seven (most important). The results from this activity 
are shown in the table below and copies of the original boards used are included in Attachment F. 

Project Category Average Score 
Roadway Capacity and Operations 5.7 
Intersections 4.4 
Pedestrian Infrastructure 2.7 
Freight and Aviation 2.4 
Bridges 2.3 
Transit 2.3 
Bicycle Infrastructure 1.6 
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STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

Attachments 

 

A: Stakeholder Group List and Meeting #1 Sign-In Sheet 

B: Stakeholder Group Meeting #1 Bottleneck Activity Boards 

C: Stakeholder Group Meeting #1 Presentation 

D: Stakeholder Group Meeting #1 Comments Board 

E: Stakeholder Group Meeting #1 Goals and Objectives Keep/Modify/Delete Boards 

F: Stakeholder Group Meeting #1 Project Type Ranking Activity Boards 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

  

ATTACHMENT A 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP LIST AND MEETING #1 SIGN-IN SHEET 



 
Rockdale Comprehensive Transportation Plan Steering Committee 

 

 
 

Name Organization/Perspective 
Mike Houchard 

Fred Straub 
SPLOST Transportation Sub-Committee 
SPLOST Transportation Sub-Committee 

Brad Sutton 
Brian Frix 

City of Conyers Appointee 
City of Conyers 

Trey Ragsdale Kaiser Permanente 
Toya Washington Conyers Housing Authority 

Fred Boscarino Conyers-Rockdale Chamber of Commerce 
Marty Jones Freight Community 
Eddie Shirey Bike and PED Advocacy 

Katy Zahradnik Leadership Rockdale 
Phil Budensiek Rockdale County Public Schools 

Tisa Smart Washington Keep Conyers-Rockdale Beautiful 
Tom Harrison Rotary of Rockdale County 

Thomas Brantley, Jr. Rockdale County NAACP 
Sue Sanders Rockdale Parks and Recreation 

Marshall Walker Rockdale Planning and Development 
Marty Jones Conyers Rockdale Economic Development Council 
Dee Barnes Evans Tool & Die, Inc. 

Jason Korzan Rockdale Young Professionals 
 







 
 
 
 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

  

ATTACHMENT B 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 BOTTLENECK ACTIVITY BOARDS 
 





 
 
 
 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

  

ATTACHMENT C 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 PRESENTATION 



Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update

April 20, 2017
Stakeholder Group



Eric Lusher, AICP Inga Kennedy

CONSULTANT TEAM

Tim Preece, AICP, CTP



AGENDA
• CTP Update Process
• Preview Existing Conditions Data
• Discussion of Goals & Objectives
• Categorizing Project Types
• Next Steps



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
The Comprehensive Transportation Plan is an analysis of all applicable modes of 
transportation to determine existing and future needs, identify solutions, and prepare an 
implementation plan.

PURPOSE

Analysis & Data Previous Plans Community Engagement



CTP UPDATE PROCESSWHO’S INVOLVED?
Rockdale County & City of Conyers Elected Officials

Adopt plan and set policy

Rockdale County & City of Conyers Staff
Provide insight on transportation issues and facilitate community engagement

Stakeholder & Focus Groups
Includes GDOT, ARC, Adjoining Counties, Freight/Manufacturers, Hispanic Community, and 

others to help guide study team in decision making and community outreach

General Public
Provide insight into community goals, needs, and desires

Consultant Team
Perform technical analysis, engage community, advise community, prepare plan



CTP UPDATE PROCESSSCHEDULE

 

  
    

  
  

 
 

   

      

 

 

 

Community Meetings

Community Workshop

Stakeholder Meetings

BOC Briefings

   

    

  

  

  

  

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC 
Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Project Management Strategy
Stakeholder Engagement and Outreach Strategy

Vision & Goals
General Community Engagement

Stakeholder Committee
Online Presence

Inventory of Existing Conditions

 Demographic, Land Use, and Economic Trends

Technical Analysis
Funding

Prioritization
Implementation Plan

Final Documentation Plan Adoption Process

Task 6 Final Documentation

Task 1 Project Management 

Task 2 Engagement

Task 3 Inventory

Task 4 Assessment

Task 5 Recommendations

progress



CTP UPDATE PROCESSPROCESS

Inventory | Existing 
Conditions

Needs 
Assessment Recommendations

Community Engagement

SPRING 2017 SUMMER 2017 FALL 2017



EXISTING CONDITIONS
POPULATION DENSITY EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION



EXISTING CONDITIONS
WHERE PEOPLE COMMUTE FROM WHERE PEOPLE COMMUTE TO



EXISTING CONDITIONS

LOS    
A-B

LOS   
C-D

LOS   
E-F



EXISTING CONDITIONS
AM LOS PM LOS



EXISTING CONDITIONS
REAL TIME SPEEDS (NOON) 2014-2016 CRASHES



EXISTING CONDITIONS
BICYCLE NETWORK TRUCK VOLUMES



GOALS & OBJECTIVES 

What is your vision for Rockdale’s 
transportation system in the year 

2040?



GOALS & OBJECTIVES 
GOAL 1
Enhance access to jobs, homes, and services within Rockdale County and throughout the Atlanta Region through 
a multi-modal transportation system

GOAL 2
Improve mobility within Rockdale county through enhanced multi-modal connectivity

GOAL 3
Maintain a safe, reliable, and efficient transportation network which will sustain economic activity and promote 
economic development

GOAL 4
Promote sustainability through the coordination of land use and transportation plans.

GOAL 5
Facilitate implementation of plan recommendations through coordination efforts and local initiatives



GOALS & OBJECTIVES 

Let’s review the last plan’s goals & objectives.

Tell us to “Keep, Delete, or Modify”



PROJECT TYPES
Roadway Capacity & Operations

Intersections
Bridges

Bicycle infrastructure
Pedestrian Infrastructure

Transit 
Freight and aviation



PROJECT TYPES

Rank 1-7 
(1 being the most important and 7 the least) 

the different types of projects we will be 
considering.



NEXT STEPS
 

  
    

  
  

 
 

   

      

 

 

 

Community Meetings

Community Workshop

Stakeholder Meetings

BOC Briefings

   

    

  

  

  

  

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC 
Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Project Management Strategy
Stakeholder Engagement and Outreach Strategy

Vision & Goals
General Community Engagement

Stakeholder Committee
Online Presence

Inventory of Existing Conditions

 Demographic, Land Use, and Economic Trends

Technical Analysis
Funding

Prioritization
Implementation Plan

Final Documentation Plan Adoption Process

Task 6 Final Documentation

Task 1 Project Management 

Task 2 Engagement

Task 3 Inventory

Task 4 Assessment

Task 5 Recommendations



NEXT STEPS
• COMMUNITY MEETINGS

Thursday May 4, 2017
Tuesday May 8, 2017
Thursday May 11, 2017

• STAKEHOLDER MEETING #2 (SUMMER)



 
 
 
 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

  

ATTACHMENT D 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 COMMENTS BOARD 





 
 
 
 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

  

ATTACHMENT E 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
KEEP/MODIFY/DELETE BOARDS 













 
 
 
 

 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 
APRIL 20, 2017 

 

ATTACHMENT F 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #1 PROJECT TYPE RANKING 
ACTIVITY BOARDS 
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PUBLIC MEETINGS ROUND #1 

MAY 4 AND 11, 2017 

Public Meetings Round 1 | May 4 and 11, 2017 

In May 2017, two public meetings were held, including identical content and activities. Both meetings ran 

from 5:30pm to 7:00 pm, but were held on different nights in different locations. The meeting on May 4, 

2017 was held at the American Legion building on SR 20/138 just north of I-20, near Conyers and had 11 

attendees. The meeting on May 11, 2017, was held at the St. Pius X Catholic Church on SR 20/McDonough 

Highway south of I-20 and had 10 attendees.  Sign-in sheets are provided in Attachment A. 

Both meetings were open houses, with informational boards and input activities available throughout the 

meeting, with a short presentation held near the middle of the meeting. A copy of all informational boards 

is included in Attachment B and a copy of the presentation given is included in Attachment C. 

The activities made available at the public meeting were intentionally identical to activities conducted at 

the freight group and stakeholder group meetings. In one activity, attendees were given three dots and 

asked to identify the three worst bottlenecks in the county on a map. Aggregate results from this activity 

at both meetings are shown below, and scans of the original maps are included in Attachment D. The 

most commonly noted bottlenecks were the I-20 interchanges with SR 20/138 and with SR 162/Salem 

Road, with additional bottlenecks noted by multiple attendees in the southern part of the county. 
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PUBLIC MEETINGS ROUND #1 

MAY 4 AND 11, 2017 

In the second activity, attendees were given a set of seven numbered dots and were presented with the 

seven project categories used in the previous CTP. Participants were asked to rank the project categories 

from one (least important) to seven (most important). Aggregate results from these meetings are shown 

below, and copies of the original boards are included in Attachment E. 

 
May 4th Avg. Score May 11th Avg. Score Overall Avg. Score 

Roadway Capacity and Operations 5.7 6.0 5.8 

Intersections 5.9 5.0 5.5 

Pedestrian Infrastructure 4.7 3.4 4.0 

Bridges 2.9 4.5 3.7 

Transit 2.9 3.6 3.3 

Bicycle Infrastructure 2.3 3.5 2.9 

Freight and Aviation 3.0 1.9 2.5 
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PUBLIC MEETINGS ROUND #1 

MAY 4 AND 11, 2017 

Attachments 

 

A: Sign-in Sheets 

B: Public Meeting Round #1 Informational Boards* 

C: Public Meeting Round #1 Presentation* 

D: Public Meeting Round #1 Bottleneck Activity Boards 

E: Public Meeting Round #1 Project Type Ranking Activity Boards 

 

*Attachments B and C include the boards and presentation from the May 4, 2017 meeting. Materials presented at 

the May 11, 2017 meeting were identical with the exception of the date in the header, which was updated 

appropriately. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

PUBLIC MEETING ROUND #1 PRESENTATION 



Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update

May 4 and 11, 2017

Community Meetings



CONSULTANT TEAM

Inga Kennedy

Richard Fangmann, 

PE, PTOE
Pedro Torres, PLA, 

ASLA 

Eric Lusher, AICP

Graham Malone, PE

Andrew Babb, EIT



CTP UPDATE PROCESS

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan is an analysis of all applicable modes of 

transportation to determine existing and future needs, identify solutions, and prepare an 

implementation plan.

PURPOSE

Analysis & Data Previous Plans Community Engagement



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
WHO’S INVOLVED?

Rockdale County & City of Conyers Elected Officials
Adopt plan and set policy

Rockdale County & City of Conyers Staff
Provide insight on transportation issues and facilitate community engagement

Stakeholder & Focus Groups
Includes GDOT, ARC, Adjoining Counties, Freight/Manufacturers, Hispanic Community, and 

others to help guide study team in decision making and community outreach

General Public
Provide insight into community goals, needs, and desires

Consultant Team
Perform technical analysis, engage community, advise community, prepare plan



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
SCHEDULE

Community Meetings

Community Workshop

Stakeholder Meetings

BOC Briefings

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC 

Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Project Management Strategy

Stakeholder Engagement and Outreach Strategy

Vision & Goals

General Community Engagement

Stakeholder Committee

Online Presence

Inventory of Existing Conditions

 Demographic, Land Use, and Economic Trends

Technical Analysis

Funding

Prioritization

Implementation Plan

Final Documentation Plan Adoption Process

Task 6 Final Documentation

Task 1 Project Management 

Task 2 Engagement

Task 3 Inventory

Task 4 Assessment

Task 5 Recommendations

progress



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
PROCESS

Inventory | Existing 

Conditions

Needs 

Assessment
Recommendations

Community Engagement

SPRING 2017 SUMMER 2017 FALL 2017



EXISTING CONDITIONS
POPULATION DENSITY EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION



EXISTING CONDITIONS
WHERE PEOPLE COMMUTE FROM WHERE PEOPLE COMMUTE TO



EXISTING CONDITIONS

LOS    

A-B
LOS   

C-D

LOS   

E-F



EXISTING CONDITIONS
AM LOS PM LOS



EXISTING CONDITIONS
REAL TIME SPEEDS (NOON) 2014-2016 CRASHES



EXISTING CONDITIONS
BICYCLE NETWORK TRUCK VOLUMES



GOALS & OBJECTIVES 
GOAL 1

Enhance access to jobs, homes, and services within Rockdale County and throughout the Atlanta Region through 

a multi-modal transportation system

GOAL 2

Improve mobility within Rockdale county through enhanced multi-modal connectivity

GOAL 3

Maintain a safe, reliable, and efficient transportation network which will sustain economic activity and promote 

economic development

GOAL 4

Promote sustainability through the coordination of land use and transportation plans.

GOAL 5

Facilitate implementation of plan recommendations through coordination efforts and local initiatives



PROJECT TYPES
Roadway Capacity & Operations

Intersections

Bridges

Bicycle infrastructure

Pedestrian Infrastructure

Transit 

Freight and aviation



NEXT STEPS

Inventory | Existing 

Conditions

Needs 

Assessment
Recommendations

Community Engagement

SPRING 2017 SUMMER 2017 FALL 2017
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STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #2 
AUGUST 9, 2017 

Stakeholder Group Meeting #2 | August 9, 2017 

The Rockdale CTP Stakeholder group met for a second time the morning of Wednesday, August 9, 2017. 
A list of invited stakeholders and the sign-in sheet from the meeting are included in Attachment A. The 
meeting began with a short presentation given by the consultant team, reviewing the overall CTP process, 
presenting some of the same data shown at the first meeting, and then showing some new analysis – 
primarily the Bicycle and Pedestrian Suitability Analysis, and public input received thus far. The complete 
presentation is included in Attachment B.  

During the presentation, the stakeholder group was asked to provide input on eight transportation project 
goals that the consultant team had created as part of the development of an evaluation process. These 
eight goals were: 

• Address north-south travel within Rockdale 
• Address east-west travel within Rockdale 
• Improve connectivity to surrounding communities 
• Develop parallel alternatives to major routes 
• Address bottleneck locations 
• Identify opportunities for active transportation 
• Enhance connections to I-20 
• Invest in principal routes to maximize system efficiency 

Stakeholders were each given twelve dots and were asked to distribute those dots to projects goals based 
on how important they thought each goal was. During this activity, the stakeholders created a ninth goal: 
“Facilitate safe and efficient freight movement”. Copies of the boards with dots are included in 
Attachment C and aggregate results from the activity are included below. 

 

Facilitate safe and efficient freight movement 19 
Address north-south travel within Rockdale 17 
Address east-west travel within Rockdale 17 
Address bottleneck locations 17 
Enhance connections to I-20 12 
Identify opportunities for active transportation 10 
Improve connectivity to surrounding communities 9 
Invest in principal routes to maximize system efficiency 9 
Develop parallel alternatives to major routes 5 

 

This scoring indicates the highest preferences for vehicular travel, without a strong preference for a 
specific direction of travel. Following an introduction to the proposed project evaluation process, 
stakeholders were asked to provide comments on provided maps of projects from the previous CTP, 
divided into vehicular projects and bicycle and pedestrian projects. Scans of the maps from the meeting 
with comments are shown in Attachment D. Much of the vehicular discussion centered on indicating 
projects that are a lower priority, such as a widening of Pleasant Hill Road in the north part of the county. 
The stakeholder group was instrumental in indicating trails and other bicycle and pedestrian facilities 



 
 
 
 

2 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #2 
AUGUST 9, 2017 

recommended by the previous CTP that have already been completed, or that are no longer consider 
realistic possibilities, for whatever reason. More thorough notes on the discussions had during this table-
top activity are included in Attachment E. These comments will be retained and used when developing 
and prioritizing projects for the new CTP.  
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STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #2 
AUGUST 9, 2017 

Attachments 

 

A: Stakeholder Group List and Meeting #2 Sign-In Sheet 

B: Stakeholder Group Meeting #2 Presentation 

C: Stakeholder Group Meeting #2 Transportation Project Goals Activity Boards 

D: Stakeholder Group Meeting #2 Previous CTP Project Review Activity Maps 

E: Stakeholder Group Meeting #2 Previous CTP Project Review Notes 
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ATTACHMENT A 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP LIST AND MEETING #2 SIGN-IN SHEET 



 
Rockdale Comprehensive Transportation Plan Steering Committee 

 

 
 

Name Organization/Perspective 
Mike Houchard 

Fred Straub 
SPLOST Transportation Sub-Committee 
SPLOST Transportation Sub-Committee 

Brad Sutton 
Brian Frix 

City of Conyers Appointee 
City of Conyers 

Trey Ragsdale Kaiser Permanente 
Toya Washington Conyers Housing Authority 

Fred Boscarino Conyers-Rockdale Chamber of Commerce 
Marty Jones Freight Community 
Eddie Shirey Bike and PED Advocacy 

Katy Zahradnik Leadership Rockdale 
Phil Budensiek Rockdale County Public Schools 

Tisa Smart Washington Keep Conyers-Rockdale Beautiful 
Tom Harrison Rotary of Rockdale County 

Thomas Brantley, Jr. Rockdale County NAACP 
Sue Sanders Rockdale Parks and Recreation 

Marshall Walker Rockdale Planning and Development 
Marty Jones Conyers Rockdale Economic Development Council 
Dee Barnes Evans Tool & Die, Inc. 

Jason Korzan Rockdale Young Professionals 
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ATTACHMENT B 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #2 PRESENTATION 



Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update

August 9, 2017
Stakeholder Group



AGENDA
• CTP Update Process
• “Transportation Project Goals” 

Exercise
• Discussion of Evaluation Process
• Review of Previous CTP
• Next Steps



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
The Comprehensive Transportation Plan is an analysis of all applicable modes of 
transportation to determine existing and future needs, identify solutions, and prepare an 
implementation plan.

PURPOSE

Analysis & Data Previous Plans Community Engagement



CTP UPDATE PROCESSWHO’S INVOLVED?
Rockdale County & City of Conyers Elected Officials

Adopt plan and set policy

Rockdale County & City of Conyers Staff
Provide insight on transportation issues and facilitate community engagement

Stakeholder & Focus Groups
Includes GDOT, ARC, Adjoining Counties, Freight/Manufacturers, Hispanic Community, and 

others to help guide study team in decision making and community outreach

General Public
Provide insight into community goals, needs, and desires

Consultant Team
Perform technical analysis, engage community, advise community, prepare plan



CTP UPDATE PROCESSPROCESS

Inventory | Existing 
Conditions

Needs 
Assessment Recommendations

Community Engagement

SPRING 2017 SUMMER 2017 FALL 2017



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
2015 & 2040 Traffic 
Demand LOS A/B

LOS E
LOS F

LOS C/D



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
2010 PM 2040 PM



CTP UPDATE PROCESS



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian Demand

• Population Density
• Households with No Automobile
• People Age 18 or Less
• People Age 55 or More
• Non Auto Commuters



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian Attractions

• Parks and Recreation Centers
• Schools
• Transit Stops/Park and Ride Lots
• Retail
• Civic Sites
• Employment Areas



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian Character

• Proximity to Existing Sidewalks & 
Bike Facilities

• Topography
• Pedestrian and Cyclist Crash 

Frequency and Severity
• Block Size



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian Future

• Increase in Population Density
• Increase in Employment Density



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian             
Overall Propensity

• Demand
• Attractions
• Character
• Future



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
From Online 
Survey

Actual Census 
Patterns



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Online 
Survey

Freight
Focus

Public 
Meetings

Stakeholder

Group

Combined 
Feedback



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Combined 
Feedback

Per Real-Time 
Data



TRANSPORTATION PROJECT GOALS

• Address north-south travel within Rockdale
• Address east-west travel within Rockdale
• Improve connectivity to surrounding communities
• Develop parallel alternatives to major routes
• Address bottleneck locations
• Identify opportunities for active transportation
• Enhance connections to I-20
• Invest in principal routes to maximize system efficiency



DISCUSSION OF EVALUATION PROCESS
Technical Analysis Transportation                            

Project Goals
Community Support

Roadway & Intersection Projects
• Reduction in congestion 
• Number of vehicles served 
• Level of existing congestion
• Crashes in vicinity

Bike/Ped Projects
• Demand
• Attractions
• Character
• Future

Other
• Bridge rating
• Affected Freight Traffic

• Address north-south travel within 
Rockdale

• Address east-west travel within 
Rockdale

• Improve connectivity to surrounding 
communities

• Develop parallel alternatives to major 
routes

• Address bottleneck locations
• Identify opportunities for active 

transportation
• Enhance connections to I-20
• Invest in principal routes to maximize 

system efficiency

• Feedback on Top 3 Bottlenecks
• Feedback on Specific Project 

Initiatives
• Investment Legacy

EVALUATION 
SCORE



REVIEW OF PREVIOUS CTP

Bicycle & 
Pedestrian 

Vehicular 
Improvements



NEXT STEPS
Community Workshop

August 31, 2017 (tentative)

Existing Conditions &  
Needs Assessment Report

Develop Any Additional 
Transportation Projects

Evaluate All                
Transportation Projects

Perform                                        
Fiscal Analysis

Stakeholder Meeting
(to be scheduled)

Community Meetings
(to be scheduled)

Recommendations             
Report

Final Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan
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ATTACHMENT C 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #2 TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
GOALS ACTIVITY BOARDS 
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ATTACHMENT D 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #2 PREVIOUS CTP PROJECT REVIEW 
ACTIVITY MAPS 
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ATTACHMENT E 
STAKEHOLDER GROUP MEETING #2 PREVIOUS CTP PROJECT REVIEW 
NOTES 
 



Rockdale County Stakeholder Meeting 8/09/2017 

Group 1 

• Previous Vehicular Improvements 
o Multiple intersection improvements 

 Add traffic lights 
o Indifference on where new bridges go 

 One needs to be high priority, though 
o I-20/138 improvement needs to happen 
o Address traffic/congestion on Salem Road 
o Widening of Sigman Road (near industrial core) 
o Sigman Road section over to Stonecrest not as important 
o Added connectivity (South end of town) 
o Half of Eastview Parkway complete 
o Pleasant Hill Road “waste of $” 
o Widening of 20 near 212 of medium priority 
o Geometric realignment by Old Covington Road would be a good project 

• Previous Bike and Pedestrian Improvements 
o Mountain Bike trail (Black Shoals park) 
o Added routes for practical and recreational purposes 
o Recommendation for Bike/Ped plan in CTP? 
o Connection to horse park 
o Bike access up 20 instead of 138? 
o “More like Decatur than Henry County” 

Group 2 

• Pleasant Hill Road serves to connect to adjacent counties, but widening may not be beneficial; low 
traffic 

• 138 widening to north of Sigman is important, ideally extended up to US 78 
• SPLOST cycle is 6 years long, Rockdale County has no funds dedicated for transportation capital 

improvements from the general fund 
• Concern about killing retail if widen SR 20/SR 138 to six lanes 
• Operation improvements could be very useful on that section of 20/138, from Flat Shoals to Sigman, 

including: 
o Limiting access 
o Signal improvements 
o Timing changes 

• Lots of support of non-access bridge of I-20; specific need for it to be completed before the I-20 @ 
SR 20/138 interchange is reconstructed 

• Courtesy Parkway extension is favored location for non-access bridge 
• Salem Gate is not likely/favored because of interactions with shopping center and railroad making it 

expensive and potentially less useful 
• Sigman Road is seen less as a bypass and more as an industrial development corridor 



• East Freeway Drive extension is low priority, not seen as especially helpful; would be more helpful if 
it extended to 138, but that is blocked by existing shopping center 

• Courtesy Parkway must have highest priority in plan, Sigman Road widening second (these are in 
progress already) 

• Pleasant Hill Road widening unnecessary; group thinks this and Honey Creek are unnecessary 
• Honey Creek operational improvements could be good 
• Oglesby Bridge Road widening unnecessary 
• Honey Creek Rd @ Snapping Shoals is a bottleneck, could use realignment for safety, throughput 
• Union Church widening is low priority  
• SR 212 widening got a neutral reaction; no real need within Rockdale, but there is a recognition that 

it is a useful regional route 
• Must look at freight, improve/widen Old Covington Highway east of SR 20/138 to Sigman Road 
• Look at timeline for I-20 @ SR 20/138 bridge reconstruction 

o GDOT held public hearing on interchange in March/April 
o They presented a DDI and a SPUI alternative 
o Group’s desire is to keep trucks away from the interchange 
o Enforcement for trucks blocking the intersection 

• No support for connection to Stonecrest area unless MARTA service arrives 
• Abbots Mill 5 point intersection should rank high (in progress) 
• Check trails against ARC trail plan – important to be consistent with neighbors/regional vision 
• Generally a lack of sidewalks outside of the City of Conyers 
• State route intersections have crosswalks and ramps, but are not connected to sidewalks 
• Connectivity is key for sidewalks; building off of existing system 
• Longer term goal to provide for better access for mountain bikers to Horse Park (esp. Gees Mill, also 

Hightower Road and SR 20) 

Group 3 

• Map shows two pedestrian bridges. Whichever place for pedestrian bridge is best (likely eastern 
one, do not recommend both. 

• Road connection at Old Covington Road was completed. 
• I-20 and SR 38: still a big need and priority. 
• Trail complete from Johnson Park to Pine Log Park. 
• More recent trail plan and Conyers to Covington Study should be used. Make sure trail connections 

at Newton County line match up. 
• Pull exiting bike routes from Google. 
• Use ARC Regional Bike and Pedestrian Plan to update needs and projects in Rockdale. Byron Rushing 

at ARC is a great resource.  
• Proposed trail along lake in northern section of county. Does county actually own this ROW or only a 

small buffer? 
• It would be useful to show parks and schools on the maps with Bike and Pedestrian projects. 
• Each school in the county should have a 1 mile circle around it with plans for sidewalks and bike 

facilities. 
• We want our community to be more like Decatur and less like some neighborhood in Henry County.  



• Future bike-ped plan? This should be a recommendation on the list. 
• Horse park leftover from Olympics draws mountain and trail bikers in large numbers. One of the 

main access routes is Gees Mill Road. This road is very curvy with little sight distance making it very 
unsafe for the bicyclists. Need to improve for bike users or improve an alternate facility to the Horse 
park for bikers. 
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 COMMUNITY WORKSHOP -- NOVEMBER 29, 2017 

Community Workshop | November 29, 2017 

A  Community  Workshop  was  held  on Wednesday,  November  29th  at  the  Rockdale  County  Board  of 

Elections facility from. A total of 25 individuals attended the community workshop. The sign‐in sheet from 

the meeting is included in Attachment A. Attendees were escorted through four stations by a member of 

the consultant team. The first station contained general information regarding the CTP process, as well as 

a timeline of the Rockdale CTP. The second station presented a summary of the data collected for Existing 

Conditions and Needs Assessment Report. The third station included an interactive exercise, which will be 

discussed in greater detail below. The final station presented a description and timeline of the remainder 

of  the Rockdale CTP process,  specifically  the evaluation of  transportation projects,  fiscal  analysis,  and 

Recommendations Report. The  information presented during  the Community Workshop  is  included  in 

Attachment B. 

During the third station, attendees were asked to provide input on eight transportation project goals that 

the  consultant  team had  created  as  part  of  the development  of  an  evaluation process,  as well  as  an 

additional goal developed by the Stakeholder Committee (Facilitate safe and efficient freight movement) 

The nine goals are presented below. 

 Address north‐south travel within Rockdale 

 Address east‐west travel within Rockdale 

 Improve connectivity to surrounding communities 

 Develop parallel alternatives to major routes 

 Address bottleneck locations 

 Identify opportunities for active transportation 

 Enhance connections to I‐20 

 Invest in principal routes to maximize system efficiency 

 Facilitate safe and efficient freight movement 

Attendees were each given  twelve dots and were asked  to distribute  those dots on a board with  the 

projects goals based on how important they thought each goal was.   A copy of the board with dots  is 

included in Attachment C and aggregate results from the activity are included below. 

 

Address bottleneck locations  26 
Enhance connections to I‐20  25 
Address north‐south travel within Rockdale  22 
Invest in principal routes to maximize system efficiency  20 
Address east‐west travel within Rockdale  18 
Develop parallel alternatives to major routes  15 
Identify opportunities for active transportation  12 
Improve connectivity to surrounding communities  11 
Facilitate safe and efficient freight movement  7 
   

Following the four stations, attendees who had not completed a Transportation Survey were provided the 

opportunity to do so, as well as provide any additional information on a comment form. Six additional 
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surveys were  collected. Written  comments  collected  from  the  Community Workshop  are  included  in 

Attachment D.    
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Attachments 

 

A: Community Workshop Sign‐In Sheet 

B: Community Workshop Station Boards Information  

C: Community Workshop Project Goals Activity Board 

D: Community Workshop Comment Form
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ATTACHMENT A 
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP GROUP LIST AND MEETING #2 
SIGN-IN SHEET 
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ATTACHMENT B 
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP BOARDS 



BACKGROUND STATION

Community 
Engagement

Previous PlansAnalysis and 
Data

THE CONSIDERTIONS OF A CTP

THE CTP STUDY AREA INCLUDES ALL OF ROCKDALE COUNTY, THE CITY OF CONYERS, AND THE AREAS 
IMMEDIATELY SURROUNDING ROCKDALE COUNTY IN ADJACENT COMMUNITIES SUCH AS NEWTON, HENRY, 
DEKALB, GWINNETT, AND WALTON COUNTIES.

SPRING 2017 SUMMER 2017 AUTUMN 2017 WINTER 2018
SCHEDULE & PROCESS

Inventory | Existing 
Conditions RecommendationsNeeds Assessment

Community Engagement

1 BACKGROUND STATIONCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 2017
WHAT’S GOING ON? WHAT’S A CTP?
ROCKDALE COUNTY AND THE CITY OF 
CONYERS ARE PREPARING AN UPDATE 
TO THE 2009 COMPREHENSIVE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (CTP).

A COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN IS AN ANALYSIS
OF ALL APPLICABLE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION TO
DETERMINE EXISTING AND FUTURE NEEDS, IDENTIFY

SOLUTIONS, AND PREPARE AN IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.



OVERALL GOALS OF THE CTP
GOAL 1
ENHANCE ACCESS TO JOBS, HOMES, AND SERVICES WITHIN 
ROCKDALE COUNTY AND THROUGHOUT THE ATLANTA 
REGION THROUGH A MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM

GOAL 2
IMPROVE MOBILITY WITHIN ROCKDALE COUNTY THROUGH 

ENHANCED MULTI-MODAL CONNECTIVITY
GOAL 3
MAINTAIN A SAFE, RELIABLE, AND EFFICIENT 
TRANSPORTATION NETWORK WHICH WILL SUSTAIN 
ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND PROMOTE ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT

GOAL 4
PROMOTE SUSTAINABILITY THROUGH THE COORDINATION 

OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION PLANS
GOAL 5
FACILITATE IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
THROUGH COORDINATION EFFORTS AND LOCAL INITIATIVES

1 BACKGROUND STATIONCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 2017



BACKGROUND STATION

2015 PM
Estimated                     
Level of Service 
(LOS)

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

COMMUTING PATTERNS
Where People Commute From Where People Commute To

2 ASSESSMENTCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 2017

2015 Lunch Hour
(Observations)



ASSESSMENTCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 2017

2040 PM
Level of Service 
(LOS)

ANTICIPATED TRAFFIC 
CONDITIONS                                        
(IF WE DO NOTHING)

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN PROPENSITY

Areas of Demand

Points of Interest

Corridor Character

Future Growth

2

Overall Propensity



ASSESSMENTCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20172
SAFETY OBSERVATION DATA

TRAFFIC GROWTH 
(2015 to 2040) TRANSIT USAGE



ASSESSMENTCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20172
WHERE DO YOU EXPERIENCE CONGESTION?

Combined FeedbackOnline Survey Community 
Meetings

Freight Focus 
Group Stakeholder

Committee

RESPONDENT COMMUTE PATTERNS
Online Survey Results Actual Patterns (per US Census)



PROJECT GOALSCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20173
Address north-south travel 
within Rockdale
Address east-west travel 
within Rockdale
Improve connectivity to 
surrounding communities
Develop parallel alternatives 
to major routes
Address bottleneck locations
Identify opportunities for 
active transportation
Enhance connections to I-20
Invest in principal routes to 
maximize system efficiency

Other:

Facilitate safe and efficient 
freight movement

TELL US YOUR PREFERENCES



PROJECT GOALSCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20173
Address north-south travel 
within Rockdale
Address east-west travel 
within Rockdale
Improve connectivity to 
surrounding communities
Develop parallel alternatives 
to major routes
Address bottleneck locations
Identify opportunities for 
active transportation
Enhance connections to I-20
Invest in principal routes to 
maximize system efficiency

Other:

Facilitate safe and efficient 
freight movement

TELL US YOUR PREFERENCES



NEXT STEPSCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20174
PREVIOUS COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (2009)

VEHICULAR PROJECTS



NEXT STEPSCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20174
PREVIOUS COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (2009)

VEHICULAR PROJECTS



NEXT STEPSCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20174
PREVIOUS COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (2009)

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS



NEXT STEPSCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20174
PREVIOUS COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (2009)

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS



NEXT STEPSCOMMUNITY WORKSHOP – NOVEMBER 29, 20174

NEXT STEPS
Today’s Community WorkshopNovember 29, 2017

Existing Conditions &  Needs Assessment Report

Develop Any Additional Transportation Projects Evaluate All                Transportation Projects

Perform                                        Fiscal Analysis

Stakeholder Meeting(to be scheduled) Community Meetings(to be scheduled)

Recommendations                 Report

Final Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Technical Analysis Transportation                            Project Goals
Community Support

Roadway & Intersection Projects
• Reduction in congestion 
• Number of vehicles served 
• Level of existing congestion
• Crashes in vicinity
Bike/Ped Projects
• Demand
• Attractions
• Character
• Future
Other
• Bridge rating
• Affected Freight Traffic

• Address north-south travel within 
Rockdale

• Address east-west travel within 
Rockdale

• Improve connectivity to surrounding 
communities

• Develop parallel alternatives to major 
routes

• Address bottleneck locations
• Identify opportunities for active 

transportation
• Enhance connections to I-20
• Invest in principal routes to maximize 

system efficiency
• Facilitate safe and efficient freight

movement

• Feedback on Top 3 Bottlenecks
• Feedback on Specific Project 

Initiatives
• Investment Legacy

HOW WILL PROJECTS BE EVALUATED?

EVALUATION SCORE
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ATTACHMENT C 
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP PROJECT GOALS ACTIVITY BOARD 
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ATTACHMENT D 
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP COMMENT FORM 
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 STAKEHOLDER MEETING – MAY 8, 2018 

On May 8, 2018 the stakeholder group met for a final time. At this meeting, stakeholders were given a 

presentation including some process review and an explanation of the project development and 

evaluation processes (included in Attachment B). The committee was then presented with all projects 

under consideration for the CTP, broken into top‐scoring, mid‐scoring, and low‐scoring, with separate 

vehicular projects and 

bike/pedestrian projects along with projects to be removed from consideration for the CTP. A copy of 

these plots and accompanying table is included in Attachment C. 

The majority of the meeting was dedicated to a roundtable discussion of the projects, the evaluation 

process results, preparations for the final round of community engagement, and the presentation of 

final recommendations. While there was no formal input activity, the stakeholder group provided 

invaluable input relating to regional efforts, changes in priorities, and priorities that were incorporated 

into the plan. 

Attachments 

A: Stakeholder Meeting #3 Presentation 

B: Stakeholder Meeting #3 Project Plots



 STAKEHOLDER MEETING – MAY 8, 2018 

ATTACHMENT A 
STAKEHOLDER MEETING #3 PRESENTATAION 



Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update

May 8, 2018
Stakeholder Group



AGENDA
• CTP Update Process
• The “Universe of Projects”
• Evaluation and Prioritization 

Process
• Roundtable Discussion
• Next Steps



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
The Comprehensive Transportation Plan is an analysis of all applicable modes of 
transportation to determine existing and future needs, identify solutions, and prepare an 
implementation plan.

PURPOSE

Analysis & Data Previous Plans Community Engagement



CTP UPDATE PROCESSWHO’S INVOLVED?
Rockdale County & City of Conyers Elected Officials

Adopt plan and set policy

Rockdale County & City of Conyers Staff
Provide insight on transportation issues and facilitate community engagement

Stakeholder & Focus Groups
Includes GDOT, ARC, Adjoining Counties, Freight/Manufacturers, and others to help guide study 

team in decision making and community outreach

General Public
Provide insight into community goals, needs, and desires

Consultant Team
Perform technical analysis, engage community, advise community, prepare plan



CTP UPDATE PROCESSPROCESS

Inventory | Existing 
Conditions

Needs 
Assessment Recommendations

Community Engagement

SPRING 2017 SUMMER 2017 SPRING 2018



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
2015 & 2040 Traffic 
Demand



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
2010 PM 2040 PM



CTP UPDATE PROCESS



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian Demand

• Population Density
• Households with No Automobile
• People Age 18 or Less
• People Age 55 or More
• Non Auto Commuters



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian Attractions

• Parks and Recreation Centers
• Schools
• Transit Stops/Park and Ride Lots
• Retail
• Civic Sites
• Employment Areas



CTP UPDATE PROCESS
Bicycle & Pedestrian Character

• Proximity to Existing Sidewalks & 
Bike Facilities

• Topography
• Pedestrian and Cyclist Crash 

Frequency and Severity
• Block Size




